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Editorial: 


Are Biblical Creationists ‘Intellectually or Culturally Deprived’? 


The famous astronomer Lord Martin 
Rees of Ludlow, current President of the 
Royal Society, recently stated in a New 
Statesman interview that creationists are 
the sort of people who are “intellectually 
deprived” (Spero, 2010, p.32). By this, 
he seemed to mean that if one doesn't 
accept the “wondertul story” of Darwinism 
and cosmic evolution, one immediately 
becomes a sort of cultural philistine. Lord 
Rees‘s unprovoked attack on creationists 
prompted me to ponder again the whole 
spirit in which we wage battle. It made me 
return to the questions ‘What has Athens 
to do with Jerusalem?”’, ‘What has the 
Academy to do with the Church’”. This, in 
turn, began me thinking about Acts 17 and 
the Apostle Paul's powertul, fearless yet 
sensitive answer to the philosophers who 
inhabited the Areopagus (ancient Greek 
council) of Athens. From this encounter we 
can learn much of value for our own day. 
The ancient Greeks generally 
had great contempt for the Apostle Paul. 
They were the ‘refined’, the ‘civilised’, the 
‘culture vultures’ of their day — cynical, 
clever, smart and slick. All that mattered 
to them was the Polis (the City), and their 
own ‘individual rights’ within it. Thus they 


thought of Paul merely as a ‘spermologos’, 


that is, a ‘bird brain’, ”...a ‘gutter sparrow,’ 
one who picks up and retails scraps 

of information for money.” (Reymond, 
2008, p.443). Doesn't this description 

of intellectual pride ring true today? The 
scientific method (induction, proceeding 


from observation, through experimentation 
to demonstration) serves to enslave most 
secular humanists so that all the major 
questions in life are contemplated or 
dismissed under its exclusive prerogative. 
This evil has been clearly manifest in 
recent months with the publication of a 
number of books attempting to explain 
human morality through neuroscience 
and evolutionary psychology. Yet as the 
preacher Dr. Martyn Lloyd-Jones warned 
back in 1963: ”...there is nothing more 
monstrous than to approach these 
problems, at this moment, in terms 

of the scientific method, or in terms of 
philosophy” (Lloyd-Jones, 1963). 

Why is it monstrous to try and 
answer the big questions through a 
scientific methodology? The foremost 
reason must be the Being of God 
himself. God is holy. He is our eternal, 
unchangeable, majestic Creator — 
sovereign, independent, self-complete, 
immaterial and invisible. We cannot 
submit him to any ‘scientific method’. 

He does not live in a laboratory, neither 
is he amenable to ‘falsification’ — since 
he is already self-evident to everyone. 
Every breath, every action potential, every 
particle of our being is governed by 
God — and as the astronomer John By! 
has intimated, quantum indeterminacy 
is wholly incompatible with his complete 
covenantal rule of soace-matter-time. 
The scientific method must appeal to 
verisimilitude (approximate truth) even 


when dealing with common physical 
questions. Therefore, it is monstrously 
ridiculous to apply it to the One who 
defines total Truth in the higher realm 

of the spirit. Of course, nothing is more 
intellectually obnoxious nowadays 

than the notion of a top-down cosmic 
hierarchy. It is, in the words of Christopher 
Hitchens, ”...the worst imaginable 

kind of unfreedom” (Hitchens, 2009). 
Nevertheless, God rules absolutely — even 
in the hardening of hearts against him 
(Exodus 14:8). 

Secondly, it is monstrous to 
approach these problems in terms of the 
scientific method because of our innate 
nature as human beings. The claim by a 
Chinese-Turkish team last Spring, to the 
discovery of Noah’s Ark, remains so far 
unverified — yet creationists are rightly 
cautious of all such claims because: “The 
heart is deceitful above all things, and 
desperately wicked: who can know it?” 
(Jeremiah 17:9). Education and culture 
make no difference — by nature we are all 
fundamentally twisted. Whether the Ark is 
found or not, the certainty of our common 
ancestry from Noah is unaffected. In Noah, 
as in Adam, all die in darkness — falling 
short of God's glory. Falling short is not just 
doing harmful things (lying, murdering, 
coveting etc.). It is leaving God out of 
account in the ordinary affairs of your life. 


Continued on page 26... 
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for evolution. 


In 2009, the think-tank 7heos set out to ‘rescue 
Darwin’ from both the atheists and the creationists 
by commissioning two separate surveys. As Sylvia 
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emerging church (or ‘emergent church movement’), the 
clear light of Scripture is falsely claimed to have gone 
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Creation in the news 


Science and Religion in Schools 

On the 26th — 28th of March 2010, ‘The 
Faraday Institute’, a theistic evolutionary 
group with an erroneous understanding 
of Creation Theology, hosted a weekend 
course for science teachers. This course 
was dimed at addressing “thorny issues” 
in the classroom. Speakers at the event 
included Dr Denis Alexander, Professor 
John Bryant and the Revd Dr John 
Polkinghorne. In parallel, a new project 
has been launched, called Learning about 
Science and Religion (LASAR), which also 
has a website: www.faradayschools.com. 
This website claims to offer a “balanced 
presentation” of different views, when in 
fact it is highly biased in favour of theistic 
evolutionism and presents no positive 
evidence for a young earth at all. In a 
recent article about a LASAR school survey, 
Billingsley, Riga and Taber (2010, pp.20- 
21) note: ”...we found that often pupils 
who told us they were from mainstream 
churches, such as the Church of England... 
believed that scientific models of the 

origin of the universe and life on Earth 
contradicted the beliefs held in their 
religion. [...] ...our initial work suggests 
perhaps a third of pupils in most science 
classes may be experiencing conflict 
here...” This figure just goes to show that 
many young churchgoers, reading Genesis 
straightforwardly, are not being fooled 

by the ridiculous textual gymnastics that 
many ‘religious leaders’ would have them 
subscribe to. Let us pray that those new in 
the faith are not persuaded by inconsistent 
and compromised doctrines, but rather 
take the Lord Jesus Christ at his word. @ 
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Michael Faraday Creation Lecture 
Designed to reclaim Faraday’s rather 
misappropriated name from theistic 
evolutionists, the evening of April 9th 2010 


saw Professor Andy Mcintosh speak at 
the first biennial Faraday Creation Lecture 
in association with Answers in Genesis 
UK. Speaking in a personal capacity to 
approximately forty people at Westminster 
Chapel in London, Professor Mcintosh 
gave an illuminating summary of Faraday‘s 
early years as a bookbinder's apprentice; 
his love of reading, drawing and 
experimentation, his tense acquaintance 
with Sir Humphrey Davy of the Royal 
Institution — and his great joy in making 
science accessible for children in his 
‘Christmas Lectures’. Faraday’s scientific 
genius, we learnt, was coupled with a 
strong faith in the Holy Bible and a humble 
attitude of service toward God. The motto 
of the Royal Society is “Nu/lius in verba” 
(“On the words of no one” i.e. no authority 
but experimental data). Professor Mcintosh 
drew attention to this motto, noting that 
even without any witness of Scripture, 
creation is clear enough on its own to 
reveal the eternal power and divine nature 
of its Creator, leaving people without 
excuse. Faraday‘s humble faith and love 
for children is an example to all educators 
at a time when his ‘Christmas lectures’ 
series has strayed a long way from its 
original remit. ® 
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SETI - Fifty Years of Vain Hope 

On April 8th 2010, the Search for 
Extraterrestrial Intelligence (SETI), 
spearheaded by the late Frank Drake 
and Carl Sagan, marked its fiftieth year in 
operation (Fox, 2010). Apart from playing 
qd role in the development of ‘cloud 
computing’, SETI has failed to achieve 
anything of scientific significance after 
half a century. The year 1977 saw the 
best candidate for the interception of an 
extraterrestrial signal, yet this signal has 








since been explained in more down-to- 
earth terms. Scripture tell us: ”...lf they 
hear not Moses and the prophets, neither 
will they be persuaded, though one rose 
from the dead.” (Luke 16:31). The same 
reasoning could be applied to so-called 
‘astrobiologists’, who fantasise about 
finding non-human ‘extelligence’, without 
placing their trust in Christ (Cohen and 
Stewart, 2002). Oh that ‘astrobiologists’ 
would believe the one whom the Father 
sent from the third heaven, rather than 
search for a poor substitute among 

the stars! @ 
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Reiss calls for ‘Free Expression’ 
Writing in the New Statesman (5th — 18th 
April 2010, pp.40-41), professor of science 
education Michael Reiss has set out 
his reasoning with regard to scientific 
creationism and intelligent design. He 
suggests that creationism is best seen as 
a world-view and (regrettably) argues that 
neither creationism nor intelligent design 
constitute or contain scientific theories. 
However, this latter misconception is 
redressed a little when Reiss stresses that 
even if something appears to the majority 
to lack scientific support, this “...doesn’t 
seem to me a sufficient reason to omit it 
from a science lesson.” He points out that 
there is a real difference between teaching 
something and teaching about something. 
Continuing on a personal note, he writes: 
“| remember being excited, when | was 
taught physics at school, that we could 
discuss almost anything, provided we 
were prepared to defend our thinking in 
a way that admitted objective evidence 
and logical argument.” 


”...1 believe in taking seriously the 
concerns of students who do not 
accept the theory of evolution while 
still introducing them to it.” 


This approach to teaching science falls 

far short, yet it is certainly welcomed 

for its more balanced approach to the 
issues. Biblical creationist pupils have 
nothing to fear from objective evidence 
and also possess the single necessary 
precondition for any logical argumentation 
to take place. Class discussion of these 
issues could even provide more plausible 
interpretations of scientific evidences which 
currently appear ‘anomalous’. 8 
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Selection Proves Rapid 

In a recent study of the colour patterns 

of pygmy grasshoppers, Magnus 
Karlsson, a doctoral candidate at 
Linnaeus University in Kalmar, appears 
to have shown that natural selection can 
influence the pigmentation of pygmy 
grasshoppers extremely rapidly — with 

no need for hundreds of generations. 
Karlsson studied patches of burnt and 
unburnt grassland and discovered that 
burnt patches had a higher proportion 

of black grasshoppers within them. The 
numbers returned to normal once the 
grassland had rejuvenated. Further study 
revealed that the great difference between 
environments was likely the result of rapid 
natural selection among already existing 
colour variants. Differential bird predation 
had resulted in a limited yet prompt 
horizontal change in genetics among 

the grasshopper population. To term 
such minor intra-kind changes ‘evolution’ 
is regrettable, since no novel genetic 
information was generated that was not 
already present. @ 
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Pre-Babel Word Remnants? 

Evidence could be mounting from across 
the globe that the whole earth was once 
of one language (Hebrew: lip) and of one 
speech (Hebrew: words), just as Genesis 
11:1 indicates. Twenty-six cave signs, all 
drawn in the same style, appear again 
and again over six continents! Writing in 
New Scientist Ravilious (2010, pp.30-34) 
reports “...no one had brought all these 
records together to compare signs from 
different caves”. Now this is happening 

for the first time, remarkable similarities are 
being noticed. A significant step forward 
came when Genevieve von Peizinger, 

a student at the University of Victoria in 
British Columbia, Canada, decided that for 
her masters project she would construct 

a comprehensive database of cave signs 
(from one hundred and forty-six sites 
across France). Tentative comparison of this 
French database with other records from 
across the globe has now revealed many 
shared symbols. Intriguingly, Genesis 11:7 
appears to indicate that God confounded 
the common language (speech) at Babel, 
fo the end thatthe people would not 
understand one another's semantic system 
(words). Of interest here is that our brains 
don’t read each letter, but see whole 
words at once. Perhaps if we imagined 
that the twenty-six letters of our English 
alphabet remained in memory, while 

the semantic interrelationships of words, 
sentences and phrases became muddled, 
this could help us understand the situation 
facing dispersing people groups during 
the post-flood ice age. Ultimately, as these 
groups settled in various localities across 
the world, memorable symbols would 
have been supplemented and eventually 
replaced by novel markings unique to that 
particular learning group. @ 
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The Ark: discovery or fraud? 

On the 25th April, an announcement 

was made to the world from Noah's 

Ark Ministires - a Hong Kong based 
evangelical organisation searching for 

the Ark on mount Ararat. A joint Chinese- 
Turkish team had found evidence of a 
wooden structure buried in ice and rock 
above 4000 metres, which they suggested 


Origins 53 | 05 


could be the Ark recorded in Genesis. 
“The wood structure discovered by the 
team is broken, so members entered 
the structure through various openings. 
Up to now, the team has discovered 
seven spaces.” 


Although the Chinese team produced the 
first recorded video footage of the find 
(posting it on their website along with 
numerous interesting photographs): 
http://www.noahsarksearch.net/ 


... there appears to have been little 

critical scientific examination of the find 

in situ, and therefore the evidence is at 

best inconclusive, with serious doubts 

remaining about the authenticity of the 

‘spaces’ so far discovered. 

Fox (2010) notes: 
“The discovery of the true Noah’s Ark 
would potentially have implications 
that cannot be fully fathomed, and 
because of that the scientific community 
is calling for extreme caution before... 
further pronouncements are made.” 


Caution is always advisable in these 
circumstances — as previous claims have 
proven bogus when examined by trained 
creation scientists. In this case, major 
creationist groups will not be able to 
verify or debunk the find until numerous 
further excavations and tests have 

been conducted by those qualified 

in such areas. @ 
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The enigma of penguin origins 


Jerry Bergman 


Penguins are one of only two bird groups 
of which it is claimed they once flew but 
have since lost this ability. The other group 
of flightless birds is the ratites, which 
include the ostrich, the kiwi, the rheas, 
and the emu. 

A major problem with the flight- 
bird-to-penguin evolution theory is the fact 
that penguins have so many non-bird traits 
that they “are everything a bird should 
not be” (Gilpin, 2007, p.6). Moreover, 

a common hypothesis is that energy 
conservation contributes to the evolution 
of flight loss, an idea supported by the 
fact that many flightless animals have low 
basal metabolic rates and low pectoral 
muscle mass. Penguins however, have 


neither low basal rates nor small pectoral 
masses (McNab, 1994, p.628) 


Non-bird traits 


One of many examples of a non-bird 
trait that penguins possess is that they 
do not have thin, hollow, light bones — as 
do all flight birds — but rather heavy, solid 
bones. These solid bones add to their 
dense body weight, a trait that is required 
to swim under water (Resnick, 1997, p.12). 
The Emperor Penguin weighs over 60 
pounds (27 kg), the King Penguin weighs 
35 pounds (16 kg), while the weight of 
most other birds is measured in ounces 
(or grams). The Little Blue or Fairy Penguin 
is slightly over one foot (30 cm), and the 


Emperor close to four feet (more than 1m) 
tall, yet both are heavy for their size. 
Furthermore, no bird can dive like 
a penguin or stay under water for as long 
as 18 minutes as can a penguin (Resnick, 
1997, p.14). Birds soend most of their time 
in the air; penguins spend all their time in 
the water or on land, and none in the air. 
Birds have excellent vision in air; penguins 
have poor vision in air but excellent 
vision in water (Pettingill, 1975, p.10). Birds 
have feathers; penguins have a thick 
waterproof, almost fur-like, covering. 


Vestigial Wings 


The major problem with the claim that 
penguins have vestigial wings is that it is 





Humboldt’s penguin. © Stepan Jezek, www.istockphoto.com 


demonstrably false. In fact, penguins have 
well designed flippers that enable them 

to achieve marvelous acrobatic feats both 
on land and in water. Their flippers have 
some similarity to wings but have a very 
different function and design than wings. 
The forelimbs are flattened and do not 
bend in the center as can a bird’s wing 
(Gilpin, 2007, p.8 and Carroll, 1988, p.357). 
Also penguin hind limbs are short and 
located at their rear, allowing them to 
walk upright in a way that resembles 
human locomotion. 

Their ingenious flipper design is a 
major reason why they are incredibly fast 
swimmers — their streamlined torpedo- 
shaped body can slice through the water 
so fast that, when swimming upwards 
vertically, penguins can shoot out of the 
water as high as six feet (2m). Penguins 
are also extremely maneuverable in water, 
turning rapidly with grace. Although they 
waddle on land, they can speed slide on 
ice by lying face down and gliding forward 
like a sledder by pushing with their feet 
and flippers. There is also no evidence of 
wings being converted into flippers in the 
past. As Simpson (1976, p.71) concluded: 

“From their bones it is clear that all 
known fossil penguins walked and 
swam in the same queer ways as 
modern penguins.” 


And subsequent fossil discoveries have 
continued to support this conclusion. 


Penguin Relationships 


lronically, the closest living relative of the 
penguins is currently believed by many 
to be the albatross, a bird that penguins 
do not physically closely resemble, but 
all other living animals are even more 
different (Gilpin, 2007, p.10). Penguins 
are physically closer to the now-extinct, 


66 


L J 


Their ingenious 
flipper design is a 
major reason why 
they are incredibly 
fast swimmers — 
their streamlined 
torpedo-shaped 
body can slice 
through the water 
so fast that, when 
swimming upwards 
vertically, penguins 
can shoot out of the 
water as high as six 
feet (2m). 


flightless Great Auk than to any living bird. 
The problem evolutionists have is that, 
even though penguins are in many major 
ways very different from birds, they are 
even more different than all other known 
animals. They are a very unique animal, 
unlike any other living bird or mammal, 
and this fact makes it very difficult to fit 
them into any evolutionary scenario. 
Another problem is 17 species of 
penguins exist that are morphologically 
very different in size, temperament, 
colouration, and other traits and inhabit 
very different climates, and no evidence 
exists of their evolution. They all belong 
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to the family Soheniscidae, yet are very 
different, and no clear intermediates, 
living or fossil, have yet been found to 
link them (Pettingill, 1975, p.10). 


Fossil Record 


Penguins have an excellent fossil record, 
as would be expected considering their 
heavy bones that preserve very well. 
Another reason for their excellent fossil 
record is that a large number of penguins 
existed that lived in a very widespread 
area, from the Antarctic to the tropics in 
the southern Hemisphere. Simpson (1976, 
p.58) notes that, although we expect 
ancient penguins to be “...decidedly 
more primitive...” than those now living, 
instead what is found is ”...in some ways 
certain of the late Eocene penguins seem 
to be even more specialized, that is, less 
primitive, than those still extant’. What 
the fossil record reveals is fully seventeen 
fossil genera, while only six are recognized 
today. Thus Carroll (1988, p.357) declared: 
“The fossil record demonstrates that 
penguins were more diverse in the 
Tertiary than in the modern fauna. The 
largest of all penguins, which was 
approximately 1 ue m high, is known 
from the Oligocene and early Miocene”. 


Simpson (1976, pp. 57-59) admits that, 
although ”...a surprising number of ... 
fossil penguins have been discovered 

and studied,” we have no evidence of 
their evolution — thus, we must rely on 
‘indirect approaches’, which amounts to 
speculation. He adds that ”.. .the situation 
is not hopeless...” because ”...indirect 
approaches can usually lead to a plausible 
theory...”. Yet Simpson also admits that the 
earliest fossils show that the first known 
penguins: ”...were already completely 
adapted to the penguin way of life and 
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had all the characteristics of the basic 
penguin plus some special characteristics 
of their own, different in the various 
species. At first sight that seems quite 
disappointing [to prove evolution], and 

So it is to some extent.” 


Problems for Evolution 


Emperor Penguins lay eggs like a bird 

but live in the extreme Antarctic cold. This 
creates major problems: the egg, if it rolls 
on the ice or is exposed to the cold wind, 
freezes within minutes, killing the embryo 
Jacquet, 2006, p.52). However, exhausted 
from producing and laying the egg, the 
female must return to the sea or she will 
die. The egg must then be transferred 
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Gentoo penguin on ice. © Christian Wilkinson, www.is 
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to the male, who keeps it warm under a 
specially designed flap of skin between his 
feet and his stomach. 

Transferring the egg to the male 
is no easy task, and to do so successtully 
the male and female must act in perfect 
synchrony. One misstep or hurried 
movement causing the slightest error, and 
the egg will freeze solid Uacquet, 2006, 
p.54). Evolutionists have not even begun 
to speculate how this system could evolve. 
What would seem more likely to evolve 
is the selection of mating grounds that 
require a shorter trip to the sea, instincts 
that drive the male to fetch food for the 
female, and a system to allow the female 
to incubate the egg. 


Pe ae 





Many animals have enough 
physical and genetic similarities to other 
animals that a plausible evolutionary 
scenario can be postulated. With 
penguins, so many major differences exist 
between them and all other life forms, that 
postulating a plausible evolutionary theory 
of their origins has proved to be a critical 
problem for evolutionists. As a result, the 
bird-to-penguin evolutionary theory was 
proposed, but major, if not lethal, problems 
exist with this evolutionary hypothesis. 
Meanwhile, let us enjoy what we know 
of those amazingly designed creatures, 
the penguins. @ 
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Does ii matter? 


Chris Pegington 


One of the questions Christians who are 
uncertain about their own beliefs in the 
creation/evolution controversy frequently 
ask is ‘Does it really matter?’ Does it make 
any real difference to our faith and trust 

in God whether he made the world in 

six days a few thousand years ago, or 

if he took billions of years through slow 
evolutionary processes? Surely, we can 
continue to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ 
and look to his atoning sacrifice on Calvary 
for the forgiveness of our sins, even if 

we do believe in ‘theistic evolution’ (God- 
directed evolution)? The answer to that is 
of course — you can, but it raises a host of 
questions that are impossible to reconcile 
with a consistent belief in the teaching of 
the Holy Bible on salvation. 

An interesting example is found 
in the way that some in the ‘emergent 
church movement’ are developing their 
understanding of origins. Shahinian (2009), 
for example, raises a number of doubts he 
has about the self-attesting authority 
of God’s Word. 

He says: “If pressed, most 
Christians in my sphere of contact ...would 
tend to say they believe in some variation 
of a ‘Theistic Evolution’ framework, that is, 
in the God who created a billions-year-old 
universe from which humans evolved. Me 
too. But do we REALLY believe that? Do 
we FAITHFULLY believe that? | don’t think 
so, because we don’t tend to speak, think 
and act on the assumption that it’s true. 
That's not necessarily our fault, however. 
The scientific data that supports Theistic 
Evolution, though massive, is relatively new 
(evolutionarily speaking). It really hasn’t 
had enough time to penetrate deeply the 
language, the thought processes, the 
‘heart-and-soul’ of those of us who 
would cognitively assent to it.” 

He goes on to ask: 


“What would be the implications 
if we REALLY believed in Theistic Evolution, 
that is, if we had FAITH in it.” 


He then gives us 10 things that theistic 
evolutionists must do if they are to be at 

all consistent in their faith. Here are three 
examples of how according to him it ‘must’ 
(his word) alter their faith. 


“1. We MUST conclude that the Bible is 
not ‘our final authority.’ I’m not saying 
that one can’t be a Bible-believing 
Christian and believe in Theistic 
Evolution. On the contrary, I’m a Bible- 
believing-evolutionary-theist-Christian. 
But if you hold to Theistic Evolution, you 
didn’t get that belief from the Bible. The 
biblical narrative, | believe, doesn’t even 
hint at such a possibility. 


2. We MUST rethink ‘sin’ and ‘death.’ 


3. We MUST begin to see and 
appreciate the HOLINESS of science 
and the PRAGMATISM of theology.” 


In other words, belief in evolution inevitably 
impinges on many of our core traditional 
beliefs as Christians. We should at 

least be grateful for the consistency of 
these attempts to redefine biblical truth, 
even if we fundamentally disagree with 
and oppose their assumptions and 
conclusions! 

Firstly, it is true that belief in theistic 
evolution does alter the way we look at 
the Bible. It can no longer be looked upon 
as the infallible revelation of God and the 
final authority in all matters whereupon it 
touches. We need instead the ‘revelations 
of science’ in order to interpret and 
understand what it is saying. Until Darwin 
formulated his theory of evolution, all the 
generations of Christians living before 





him were not in a position to understand 
what the truth was about our origins. We 
can go further and say that we still cannot 
be sure about our past history, because 
science constantly changes and there can 
never be absolute certainty about these 
things. An objection raised concerning 
the Genesis account is that no-one was 
there to witness creation so inevitably the 
ancients could only make pious guesses 
about it. But God was there and he has 
chosen to tell us how he did it so that we 
might know it for certain! 

Secondly, evolution must change 
the way its faithful think about sin and 
death. How can we speak of behaviour as 
being selfish and sinful, when for billions 
of years it was a necessary part of the 
developmental processes by which higher 
forms of life, including man, developed? 
Why should violence and lust suddenly 
become wrong, when they form part of our 
natural evolutionary heritage? We will have 
to rethink our understanding of the Fall 
into sin, if those tendencies the Holy Bible 
condemns as abhorrent in God's sight 
were there for millions of years of human 
evolutionary development prior to Adam. 

Thirdly, death is no longer the 
result of Adam’s sin, but a natural part 
of life. There can be no doubt that the 
Old and the New Testaments treat Adam 
as a distinct individual who lived at a 
particular time on a certain part of the 
earth's surface. His actions affected not 
just all his descendants, but also the whole 
of the creation that then came under the 
curse of God. If evolution is true, then this 
is all make-believe! Then Paul's contrast 
between the First Adam and Christ (the 
Last Adam) in the Letter to the Romans 
becomes almost meaningless. How can 
he restore and reclaim what Adam did 
not lose? 


A further problem in believing that 
Genesis 1-3 has nothing to do with history, 
is that the long lives of Adam’‘s close 
descendants become absurd. Science tells 
us that people do not live for hundreds of 
years. Therefore these chapters too can 
have nothing to do with fact and history. 
But where does that argument finish? 
Naturally the cataclysm of Noah has to 
be reinterpreted to mean a local, limited 
catastrophe affecting a small part of the 
earth’s surface. The biblical language 
about the waters covering even the highest 
mountains that then existed must simply 
be ignored. Peter’s prophecy of the time 
when people would deny the judgement 
in the days of Noah is clearly fulfilled in 
such reinterpretations. Is Abraham to be 
regarded as a historical figure? Where in 
the book of Genesis does a point come 
where ‘non-factual religious teaching’ 
becomes real history? To be a consistent 
theistic evolutionist demands a rethink 
of every area of our faith. 

Theistic evolution even calls for a 
rethink about the nature of God Himself. 
Whereas the Genesis account repeatedly 
states God’s approval of His perfect work 
after each completed fiat command, we 
must now conclude that God looked on 
‘nature, red in tooth and claw’ and found 
great pleasure in the violence, death and 
suffering of such a world over billions of 
years. In answer to the question, ‘Why 
does God allow such suffering?’, the only 
answer we can give is, ‘He does it in order 
to accomplish His aims!’ If God is satisfied 
with death and suffering as the norm for 
creation, why, in the Holy Bible, does he 
offer us the glorious prospect of a new 
heavens and earth, where there is no 
more sin, death or suffering? Did God 
fail in the first creation? 

Capitulation to the findings of 


‘atheistic science’, whenever it contradicts 
the Holy Bible, causes great difficulties 

in maintaining anything that even 
approximates to biblical truth. Scientists 
tell us that the dead do not rise — so must 
we rethink and redefine the resurrection 
of the Lord Jesus Christ? What about his 
miracles — are they to be reinterpreted, 
because methodological naturalism 
appears at odds with them? The tragedy 
of such liberal, modernistic distortions of 
Scripture and the Faith is that they are so 
unnecessary. If only we have the courage 
to believe what God has spoken in his 
Holy Word, we shall find no contradiction 
with science, so long as we are prepared 
to seek the truth! The theory of evolution 
by natural selection is almost ready to 
collapse, but the Word of our God 
endures forever! ® 
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Can we believe Genesis? 
Part 2. Science speaks 


Greg Haslam 


Evolutionary theories have been posited for 
thousands of years but lacked widespread 
appeal due to the lack of a plausible 
mechanism. On publishing his book On 
the Origin of the Species in 1859, Charles 
Darwin furnished the masses with a 
mechanism for biological evolution that 
was seemingly plausible and appealing 
to a culture eager for an explanation of 
origins which excluded God. His theory 
rapidly took hold and is now widely taught 
as the only plausible explanation of 
biological origins in schools, universities, 
literature and the media. 
This posed an intellectual challenge 
for those espousing special creation 
and until recently, evolution appeared 
scientifically unassailable. Today, however, 
the scientific objections to evolution by 
natural selection are so cogent that, 
for some, there exists a totally credible 
alternative to Darwinian evolutionary 
theory and the wonder is why this 
150-year-old theory (with modifications) 
is still being taught as ‘the only game 
in town’. The only credible alternative is 
‘biblical creationism’. Creationists assert 
that the universe and all basic kinds of life 
were intentionally designed and created 
by the God of the Bible in six literal days 
just a few thousand years ago, according 
to the account given in Genesis. Wald 
(2001, 0.62), Professor Emeritus of Biology 
at Harvard University and a Nobel Prize 
winner, states the dilemma here: 
“There are only two possible 
explanations as to how life arose: 
Spontaneous generation arising to 
evolution or a supernatural creative act 
of God... there is no other possibility. 
Spontaneous generation was disproved 
120 years ago by Louis Pasteur and 
others, but that just leaves us with only 
one other possibility... that life came 


as a supernatural act of creation by 
God, but | can’t accept that philosophy 
because | do not want to believe in 
God. Therefore | choose to believe 

in that which | know is scientifically 
impossible, spontaneous generation 
leading to evolution.” 


Darwin was agnostic concerning God's 
existence and thought he had found a 
credible explanation for the complexity 
of today’s biosphere in a simple process 
observable in the natural world i.e. the 
natural selection of heritable traits. This 
‘methodological naturalism’ assumes that 
nature alone is sufficient to explain the 
existence of everything, and maintains 
that the ‘scientific method’ conclusively 
demonstrates it's truth through testing by 
empirically measurable, observable and 
repeatable events in the laboratory. The 
theory of evolution relies on four other 
essential assumptions: 


e Abiogenesis (a.k.a. ‘spontaneous 
generation’) — Life, the first self- 
replicating and self-maintaining 
entity, arose without noetic guidance 
(probably from self-catalytic 
molecules within inorganic ‘cellular 
compartments’ present deep within 
the ‘primordial’ oceans). 


e Random Mutation — Minor changes 
in cell DNA result from outside 
radiation, chemical contamination, 
and genetic ‘accidents’ when DNA 
is copied, leading to new, slightly 
altered phenotypes. 


e Natural Selection — Novel phenotypic 
traits will either confer a survival 
advantage, or a disadvantage; 
if disadvantageous they will not 
be fixed in future generations, if 
advantageous they will be positively 
selected and the host offspring will 
flourish, maintaining that trait in 
the population. 


e Enormous Time - The billions of 
years required for metazoan phyla 
(multi-celled animals) to emerge 
and develop into the diversity of 
life we see around us, including 
modern humans. 


Strong evidence exists to discredit the 
validity of each of these assumptions. 
First, there is no convincing proof that 
abiogenesis cou/d or did occur. Estimates 
of the probability for the chances of the 
formation of the smallest, simplest form 
of living organism known vary, but range 
From 1 in 10340:000.009 ¢6 1 jn 192.000.000.000. 
It is estimated that there are (only!) 10°° 
electrons in the whole universe. Dr 

Emile Borel, who discovered the laws of 
probability, states, “The occurrence of any 
event where the chances are beyond 
one in ten followed by 50 zeros is an 
event which we can state with certainty 
will never happen, no matter how much 
time is allotted and no matter how many 
conceivable opportunities could exist 

for the event to take place” (Borel, 1962). 
Abiogenesis is statistically impossible. 


Was enough time available for this? 


Evolution pre-supposes a very old universe 
and earth (15 billion, and 4.5 billion-years- 
old respectively), and evolutionists are 

very sensitive on this issue. Large eras of 
time are required on their reckoning for 

life to have developed to such complexity 
by random mutations at the genomic 

level. But are the figures right? Few 

people realize that this is mostly bluff and 
guesswork. Radiometric dating, a method 
often employed by evolutionists to support 
the timescale of their theory, relies on three 
assumptions, all of which are dubious: 


1. The rates of decay have been constant 
over time 





Biosynthesis requires design. 
© Andrey Prokhorov, www.istockphoto.com 


2. We know how much radioactive material 
was available from the start 

3. The rocks must have been insulated from 
outside factors or contamination. 


These are /arge assumptions. In fact, 
radiometric dating is notoriously unreliable. 
Often dates are published if they are ‘in the 
correct ball park’, otherwise they may be 
discarded, regardless of the wide range of 
discrepancies produced by this technique. 
How are the ages of rocks and fossils 
finally arrived at? The simple answer is 
that they date the rocks by the fossils found 
there, and they date the fossils by the 
rocks they are found in — without knowing 
the real age of either! Yes, this is a crass 
example of circular reasoning. But if there 
is no way these dates can be objectively 
corroborated with accuracy, then why 
believe them at all? 


Change only within ‘kinds’ 

Few people realize that the vertical 
evolution required for the origin of Genesis 
kinds (or baramin) has never been 
reproduced or observed. All that we see 
are changes within a created kind — the 
‘natural selection’ of genetic information 
which already exists (either in the gene- 
pool of the organism or in other coded 
gene-pools), and no great acquisitions 
of new information. But these changes 


Eyespots don’t express ‘new’ information. 
© James Powell. 


preserve and share — they do not create. 
Scientists note that they are unable to 
imagine a cellular system of checks and 
safeguards that could be any better at 
protecting the integrity of DNA. Mutations, 
if they do not kill the cell or render the 
organism sterile, only decrease the 
amount of complex specified information 
contained in it. How can mutations 
possibly account for the enormous amount 
of new complex specified information 
required to make advanced organisms? 
Virtually all, if not all mutations are shown 
to be pathological, and the so-called 
‘positive’ mutations are not always what 
they seem. 

Natural selection undoubtedly 
occurs, but it only selects favourable 
traits from existing information. These, in 
turn, may be deselected if environmental 
conditions vary. Natural selection does not 
lead to new kinds, only variations within 
a kind. Organisms are not on their way 
to becoming anything other than what 
they already were — variations of sharks, 
cats, dogs, finches, apes or humans. The 
‘particles to people’ scenario of evolution 
consists of ‘Just So’ stories and science 
fiction posing as fact. 
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Aposematic colouration is not evolution. 
© James Powell. 


Hence, there is only one ‘race’ 

(or people group) among mankind: the 
‘human race’. This includes all of our 
diversity in ethnicity, skin-tone, size, shape 
and form. The genetic information for all 

of these variations was distributed by 
generations of breeding, and present in 
Adam and Eve's genes from the beginning. 
No new information was acquired which 
did not already exist within the biosphere. 
No increasing complexity occurred. This 
produced advantages for scattered 
individuals and populations as God 
intended in designing DNA and the human 
genome. Scripture affirms this in words 
spoken by Paul to the evolutionary thinkers 
of his day: “From one man he made every 
nation of men, that they should inhabit the 
earth” (Acts 17:26). 

Genesis insists that the entire 
human race originated from one fully- 
human original pair — not from ape-like 
ancestors. To believe otherwise is to justify 
racism, for multiple origins would support 
concepts of ‘superiority and inferiority’ 
in the varied people-groups if there's 
no common parentage. The evidence 
suggests human life on earth is recent. 
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The world’s archaeological, linguistic, 
and demographic historical evidence is 
quite consistent with the Bible’s accounts 
of history. No genuine trace of human 
civilization has been found earlier than 
c.4000-5000 BC. 


Giant ‘leaps of faith’ 


The concept of ‘positive’ random mutations 
runs counter to the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics. This law simply says 
that the universe tends to move from a 
state of order to disorder. Matter is subject 
to entropic degradation in any closed 
system and becomes more dispersed and 
randomised (springs unwind, plants and 
animals die, gases disperse, your desk 
becomes a mess!). There is no mechanism 
in physics that would or could organise 
even the simplest living cell, without the 
aid of complex specified information. We 
are living in a universe that is getting older, 
colder, and more disorganised. 

Evolution defies this process, 
asserting that organisms have arisen that 
have become progressively more and 
more complex by nature's self-organizing 
power. This is not remotely plausible. Yet 
paradoxically, many scientists who are 
opposed to ‘faith’ encroaching upon their 
disciplines, seeing it as mere ‘superstition’, 
are themselves forced to make giant leaps 
of faith when felling their version of origins. 
The fossil record contains no undisputed 
transitional forms or ‘missing links’ and 
‘transitional features’ are ambiguous at 
best. The billions of fossilized remains 
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available, all display sfasisi.e. fixity of form 
with only limited variations ‘according to 
their kind’, as in Genesis 1. 

The biggest ‘leap of faith’ secular 
materialists make on this model is that 
they believe in the eternity of mass-energy 
and its limitless creative power. Here, the 
‘Laws of Nature’ are recruited to stand 
in for divine agency and the intelligent 
design of our personal Creator God. It 
is as though the purposeful planning of 
complex designs within each organism 
could acquire increasing complexity 
by autonomous biological processes 
manipulating and creating new genetic 
material with no particular end in 
mind. No one has ever observed this. 
Historical science (informed guesswork 
or ‘speculative inference’), is not the 
same as true empirical, operational and 
observational science. We can put a man 
on Mars, but we cannot say how Mars 
got there. 

J.E. Lovelock is typical of the faith 
required. In his book Gaia — A New Look at 
Life on Earth, he says “If we can imagine a 
planet made of nothing but the component 
parts of watches, we may reasonably 
assume that in the fullness time — perhaps 
1000 million years — gravitational forces 
and the restless motion of the wind 
would assemble at least one working 
watch. Life on earth probably started in 
a similar manner” (Lovelock, 2000) (italics 
mine). This is an unscientific ‘leap of faith’. 
Things only decay and disintegrate when 
left to themselves. There needs to be a 
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Converting a flux of energy into organised complexity requires design. © Denis Tabler, www.istockphoto.com 





massive input of energy and information to 
organise matter. 

Where did this come from? 
Evolutionists argue that simple compounds 
combined due to plenty of energy being 
available from the sun. But energy is not 
enough — you can shake watch parts in 
a box and apply energy to them but this 
will never make a watch even though 
the parts are there. It takes personal and 
intelligent input to organise them into a 
workable watch. The teleological argument 
is the belief that nature clearly shows signs 
of divine design or purpose. Dr Michael 
Denton, senior research fellow in the 
Department of Biochemistry, University of 
Otago, New Zealand, asserts: 

“It is the sheer universality of perfection, 
the fact that everywhere we look, to 
whatever depth we look, we find an 
elegance and ingenuity of an absolute 
transcending quality, which so mitigates 
against the idea of chance. Is it really 
credible that random processes could 
have constructed a reality, the smallest 
element of which — a functional 

protein or gene — is complex beyond 
our own creative capacities, a reality 
which is the very antithesis of chance, 
which excels in every sense anything 
produced by the intelligence of man? 
Alongside the level of ingenuity and 
complexity exhibited by the molecular 
machinery of life, even our most 
advanced artefacts appear clumsy.” 
(Denton, 1985, p.342). 





What's at stake here? 
In the face such speculation and 
guesswork ought we to abandon the 
belief that Genesis 1-3 is scientifically and 
historically accurate? Is it inevitable that we 
make concessions to evolutionary faith? 
The integrity of the whole of Scripture is 
at stake here, not just the early chapters 
of Genesis. Fudging this issue calls into 
question the authority of Scripture and this 
has been the hidden agenda of many 
critics of Genesis. We need to be very 
caretul. Brian Edwards in his book Revival 
— A People saturated with God observes, 
“He [God] will not trust revival to those who 
will not trust his word. It has to be stated 
as a point of historical fact that revival 
never begins with the liberal wing of the 
church, that is, with those who deny the 
full authority and accuracy of Scripture. | 
am not aware of any exception to this.” 
(Edwards, 1990, p. 64). 

Evolution and Christianity are 
two entirely different faiths with mutually 
exclusive claims. Evolutionists agree with 
this. Richard Lewontin (1983), in Scientists 
Contront Creation, writes, “Whatever the 
desire to reconcile science and religion 
may be, there is no escape from the 
fundamental contradiction between 
evolution and creationism. They are 
irreconcilable worldviews.” He is right. 
Evolution posits that matter alone is 
eternal, then matter made man, and 
man made his gods — over the space of 
15 billion years. Christianity’s worldview 
declares that the infinite personal God 
made matter and humanity for his glory 
— in just six days. The two are mutually 
incompatible perspectives, offering 
contradictory creation stories. The question 
arises: ‘Which one is the most plausible?’ 

Both Scripture and nature are 
complementary sources of truth. But we 
can only truly interpret nature through the 
lens of Scripture by listening to nature’s 
God who designed and made it. Reason 
alone cannot find ‘a theory of everything’, 
for it is morally blind and suppresses 
plain truth, preferring idols (Romans 
1:18-22). Philio Johnson comments, 
“What these words mean plainly is that 
those who turn away from God towards 


naturalistic philosophy give up their minds 
in the process and end up endorsing 
sophisticated nonsense and nature 
worship” Johnson, 1995). They wish to 
eliminate God from his own Creation. 
Evolution has no compelling scientific data 
to back it up. Evolution offers rebel man 
an ‘out’ from his obligations to God who 
made him. Indeed, evolution undermines 
the basis of all morality. 


Restoring the foundations 


If there is no God then it is very difficult to 
argue for the objectivity of moral values. 
Morals become merely a matter of 
personal preference. Genocide, abortion, 
infanticide, euthanasia, gay marriages, 
drug-abuse, exploitation, and paedophilia 
— all become reasonable. This climate 

of ‘moral relativism’ is all-pervasive 

today. It leaves us in a fog with no map, 
compass or ability to decide what is right 
or wrong. Faced with evil or temptation 

all we can say is, ‘| don’t /ike that.’ Ravi 
Zacharias poses a playful question to 
such a relativist, “Some cultures love their 
neighbours, while other cultures eat them. 
Which do you prefer?” (Zacharias, 1994). 
In his book, The Brothers Karamazov, 
Fyodor Dostoevsky uses his character Ivan 
Karamazov to point out that if there is no 
God then there can be no morality. If there 
is no God, then everything is permissible 
(Dostoevsky, 2003). We need solid 
foundations for ethics. Creation and 

the reality of God the Creator is 

that foundation. 

Creation and Evolution are the 
only worthy alternative explanations for 
our origins, but they cannot be believed 
together. In reality, people structure 
their thoughts on one or the other view. 
Evolution offers the picture of billions of 
years of chance and chaos, entropy and 
death, but it borrows Christian concepts 
of law, order and truth because society 
depends on them for some semblance 
of meaning and philanthropy. But these 
laws stand secure only on the foundation 
of God as the Creator and giver of such 


laws. Without God, ‘laws’ are only personal 


preferences and emotions, they have no 
basis in ultimate reality where ‘nature is 
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red in tooth and claw’ and the world is 
structured upon the concept of ‘the survival 
of the fittest’. 

Genesis and its truths are not only 
the foundation for the rest of the Bible, they 
are the foundation for right thinking on just 
about everything that matters. As Martin 
Luther said, “Grant the Holy Spirit the 
honour of being more learned than you 
are” (Luther, 1986, p.1523). Can we believe 
Genesis? We dare not disbelieve it! @ 
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Mirror of the Invisible: 
The God-Centred Structure of 
Genesis One and Creation 


James Powell 


Towards the end of A Brief History of Time 
the theoretical physicist Steohen Hawking 
asked the following two questions about 
the ‘Theory of Everything’ and about 

the Creator: “Is the unified theory so 
compelling that it brings about its own 
existence? Or does it need a creator, 

and, if so, does he have any other effect 
on the universe?” (Hawking, 1988). Biblical 
creationists, in answer, freely confess 

that the Holy Triune God, the God of the 
Covenant, is himself the Christian‘s ‘Theory 
of Everything’. Yet how is this confession 
of faith relevant to the physical world? 

The philosopher Immanuel Kant was 
dismissive: “The doctrine of the Trinity, 
taken literally, has no practical relevance 
at all...” he wrote. In this article and future 
ones, | hope to show that contrary to 
Kant, creation (although now in bondage 
to decay) still reflects ‘broken rays’ of the 
invisible Covenant God. Furthermore, it is 
within the doctrine of the biblical covenants 
that we find the organising principle of 

all creation (together with Scripture and 
human history). Covenant Theology, then, 
uniquely connects the invisible to the 
visible, the spiritual to the physical and the 
biblical to the natural’. As C.H. Spurgeon 
rightly exclaimed: “The doctrine of the 
covenants is the key of theology.” 


Genesis One: The Significance of a 
Trinitarian-Covenantal Reading 


The sublime literary character of Genesis 
one is at once arresting and captivating, 
being the God-breathed instruction 

of our Creator — refined to the purest 
perfection! The account itself has no 
parallel anywhere in the ancient world 
outside of the Holy Bible. Remarkably, 

this unique beauty is reflected in both the 
words and form of the account. Beginning 
with Elohim, the God of Infinite Majesty 


and Transcendent Glory, the mode of 
expression in which creation proceeds is 
one of royal command, royal work and 
royal seal. In this covenantal progression, 
who God is in eternity is reflected by how 
he acts in creation. Martin Luther (1544, 
p.74) wrote of this pattern: 
“These three expressions therefore, 
‘said,’ ‘made,’ ‘saw;’ are spoken by 
Moses, in a beautiful and appropriate 
manner, as afttributively to the THREE 
DIVINE Persons: that we might, by these 
three expressions, the more distinctly 
understand that great Article of faith, 
the Holy Trinity!” 


Herman Bavinck (1918, translated 1997, 
pp.317-330) expressed this principle in 
more complex terms by distinguishing 
between the ‘ontological’ and the 
‘economic’ Trinity. The ‘ontological’ Trinity 
is defined as the three persons of God 
as they relate to one another i.e. without 
respect to creation. The ‘economic’ Trinity, 
meanwhile, refers to the Trinity as revealed 
in creation and redemptive history. Thus, 
Bavinck was to write: 
“The ontological trinity is reflected in 
the economical trinity...To be sure, 
God’s outgoing works are all undivided 
and common to the three persons, so 
that the unity of the essence rather 
than the distinction of the persons is 
emphasized; nevertheless, in that unity 
the diversity is apparent. Scripture itself 
teaches us that all creatures reveal 
‘traces of the trinity’ and that man is 
the ‘image of the trinity’...[Although 
these]...analogies and proofs...can 
never demonstrate the dogma of 
the trinity, they indicate the manifold 
usefulness and the rich significance of 
this confession for our thought and life.” 





Bavinck's formula accords perfectly 

with John Calvin's profoundly insightful 
comment on Hebrews 11:3. This verse 
states: “Through faith we understand that 
the worlds were framed by the word of 
God, so that things which are seen were 
not made of things which do appear.” In 
light of Romans 1:20 —”...even his eternal 
power and Godhead", Calvin writes that 
the world ”...is like a mirror of what we 
do not see...” (Calvin, 1559, translated 
2009, p.7). 

Conversely, Bavinck’s formula may 
also go some way toward explaining one 
pattern found many times in the special 
revelation of Holy Scripture — known to 
theologians as a ‘chiasm’. As theologian 
John Frame (2002, p.750) points out: 

“The chiasm is a frequent literary device 
in Scripture, especially in the Psalms, 
but also in prophecy, prose narratives, 
etc. It is essentially an A-B-A form in 
which one idea, theme, image, or motif 
gives rise to another, then returns to the 
first with some level of enrichment. The 
chiasm can become more complicated, 
when the text includes chiasms within 
chiasms... [but] ...the overall structure 
can be understood as triadic: theme, 
additional theme, return.” 


After careful analysis of the nine “And 
God said...”, (Hebrew: wayyomer elohim) 
phrases of Genesis one, we appear to 
have distinguished Chiasm 1.1 within the 
creative commands shown in Fig. 1. 

This is quite a claim! Let us then 
state some obvious truths. The use of a 
chiasm does not mean that Genesis one 
is any less historical or chronological in 
nature. Contrary to some misguided ideas, 
it still clearly presents a linear succession 
in time. Notice, however, that there is a 
God-centred ‘growth pattern’ within its 
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(-1(0) 1) ‘Let there be light’ (Wave-particles, quantum strangeness, apparent paradox) 
(0 (1) 2) ‘Let there be an expansion...’ (Space without light-bearers - no ‘seal’ of goodness) 
(1 (2) 3) ‘Let the waters be gathered...and...dry appear’ (Three earth spheres — of water, rock and air) 
(2 (3) 4) ‘Let the earth vegetate with vegetation...’ (Two 0D-sessile or stationary baramins) 
(3 (4) 5) ‘Let there be light-bearers in the expansion...’ (Space complete, light-bearers formed) 
(4 (5) 6) ‘Let the waters swarm forth swarms’ (Two 3D-locomotory fluid-type baramins) 
(5 (6) 7) ‘Let the earth swarm forth swarms’ (Three 2D-locomotory surface-type baramins) 


(6 (7) 8) ‘Letu 





; make Man’ (Man without temple-garden mandate - no ‘seal’ of goodness) 


(7 (8) 9) ‘Observe, I have given you...’ (Human observers, cognitive works covenant, apparent paradox) 


Fig. 1. Chiasm 1.1: A chiasm to show the perfect symmetry of Genesis chapter one. 


A to separate (v. 14a) 


B to be signs (v. 14b) 
C to give light on the earth (v. 15) 
D to govern (v. 16) 
C’ __ to give light on the earth (v. 17a) 


B’__— to govern (v. 17b) 
A’ to separate (v. 17c) 


Fig. 2. Chiasm 1.2: A chiasm to show the pivotal point of the creation account. 


unfolding, just like that seen in a flower you 
can pick from your garden! 

Neither does the use of a chiasm 
lend any credence to the ‘literary- 
framework’ or ‘days of revelation’ 
hypotheses (both of which are deficient on 
too many grounds to fully explore here). 
Instead, a chiastic structure may go some 
way towards explaining a long-standing 
question in creationism. Why doesn’t 
the ‘expansion’ have a goodness seal 
of divine approval? Could it be because 
the ‘expansion’ of space was not yet 
complete? Interestingly, the creation of 
Man and Woman in God's image does 
not appear complete, until affer a divine 
‘coronation’ covenant is made with them 


as prophet-priest-kings in the temple- 
garden of Eden. 

Upon closer examination, this 
trinitarian, chiastic pattern actually imparts 
a remarkable conforming symmetry to 
the whole account, which also occurs 
more subtly in Genesis chapter two’ and 
hopefully as we shall see in future articles, 
throughout the whole of our cosmos in 
the physical things we see around us! 
Regarding this latter point, the splendid 
work of Dr. Nathan Wood The Secret of the 
Universe (1936) is highly recommended 
reading’. 

Returning to Genesis one, however, 
Godfrey (2003, p.39) highlights that the 
account of the creation of light-bearers — 


unlike other creative works — also contains 
a smaller chiasm (compare chiasm 1.2 
below). This, we believe, is a hint that here 
we have reached the pivotal-point of the 
creation narrative, shown in Fig. 2. 


The Significance of Covenant Theology 


From chiasm 1.1, it can be seen that 
Genesis one involves a series of precisely 
seven tully ratified covenants. Jeremiah 
33:20-21 is especially significant in 
providing extra confirmation for this notion: 
“Thus saith the Lorp; if ye can break my 
covenant of the day, and my covenant 
of the night, and that there should not 
be day and night in their season; then 
may also my covenant be broken with 
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David my servant, that he should not 
have a son to reign upon his throne...”. 


The good and necessary consequences of 
this text are that creation and redemption 
are essentially covenantal in nature. As 
Fesko (2007, p.82) points out: 
“Nowhere in Genesis 1 does the reader 
have any indication that God has 
established a covenant with the day 
and night, yet Jeremiah clearly states 
this is the case. When God creates, 
it is covenantal.” 


Upon this verse, the famous commentator 

Matthew Henry (1890, p.1009) remarked: 
“There is a covenant of nature, 
by which the common course of 
providence is settled, and on which it is 
founded, here called a covenant of the 
day and the night, (v. 20, 25.) because 
that is one of the articles of it — that 
there shall be day and night in their 
season, according to the distinction put 
between them in the creation, when 
God divided between the light and the 
darkness, and established their mutual 
succession, and a government to each, 
that the sun should rule by day, and 
the moon and stars by night... — which 
establishment was renewed after 
the flood...and has continued ever 
since....” 


This concept of ‘creation in covenant, 
signified after the Cataclysm by the token 
of a seven-fold bow in the clouds, was 
perhaps best grasped by the Christian 
apologist Cornelius Van Til (1976, p.29), 
who noted that: 
“...every dimension of created 
existence, even the lowest, was 
enveloped in a form of exhaustively 
personal relationship between God and 
man. The...’mechanical’ no less than 
the ‘spiritual’ was covenantal 
in character.” 


From chiasm 1.1 it may also be seen that 
the last of the royal commands does not 
involve God addressing himself, but rather 
his created image-bearers — Adam and 
Eve. This seems to indicate that, through 


an act of voluntary condescension, God 
was pleased to enter a covenant with 
Man here in verses 29-30 affer creation 
in God’s image but before the Holy Spirit’s 
seventh seal of comprehensive perfection. 
This final, crowning, creative covenant, is 
perhaps better known as the ‘Covenant of 
Works’ (or ‘Covenant of Creation’). Upon 
this bond of perfect love and obedience 
the entire preceding creation hung. The 
‘Covenant of Works’ itself has attracted 
criticism from Reformed quarters of late’. 
However for reasons provided by Golding 
(2004) the inference appears important 
when understood correctly, and as 
suggested here it appears to have been 
constituted by creation, and involved both 
positive and negative legal stipulations. 


@6 


L a 


‘Creation in 
covenant’ sheds 
light on why, when 
Adam and Eve fell 
into sin by eating 
the torbidden fruit, 
the whole creation 
was subject to 

the bondage of 
corruption and 
death (Romans 
8:22) 


First, Adam and Eve were commanded 

to eat from every tree of the garden° 
(including the sacramental tree of life!) and 
to look after the garden (e.g. to guard it 
from already fallen angels — possibly to 
ensure that the living creatures abided by 
their designated green herbs°). Conversely, 
they were commanded at the same time 
to totally abstain from just one tree — the 








The rainbow is a seven-fold symbol of God's covenant 
mercy. © Donna Coleman, www.istockphoto.com 


fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good 
and evil. Upon the condition of perfect 
obedience to these stipulations they — and 
the entire creation around them — were 

to continue in vital communion and 
blessed favour with the Triune God. Perfect 
meritorious obedience to the stipulations 
of this covenant, in terms of this covenant, 
was judged on the basis of God's justice, 
not grace. 

‘Creation in covenant’ sheds light 
on why, when Adam and Eve fell into sin 
by eating the forbidden fruit, the whole 
creation was subject to the bondage of 
corruption and death (Romans 8:22), rather 
than just Adam and Eve themselves (as 
theistic evolutionists often try to suggest). 
When Adam ate of the forbidden fruit, 
he lost his crown! The entire creation, 
bound-up in covenant, was immediately 
reserved to the consuming fire of God's 
destruction (2 Peter 3:7). Cranfield (2001, 
p.283) here observes: “Adam, in his 
universal effectiveness for ruin, is the type 
which — in God's design — prefigures Christ 
in His universal effectiveness for salvation.” 
In fact, almost immediately after the Fall 
and the curse, we find the first recorded 
promise of the new covenant in Genesis 
3:15, typified in various ways through 
redemptive history and finally ratified in the 
blood of Christ poured out upon the cross. 
The resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ, 
then, was the beginning of an entirely new 
physical-spiritual creation, promised in 
covenant to Adam and Eve thousands of 
years before! 


In this redemptive context, the 
structure of the book of “The Revelation of 
Jesus Christ”, full of chiasms and complex 
seven-fold parallels, seems to mirror the 
structure of Genesis one (Garrett, 2000, 
pp.191-195; Poythress, 2000). Of course, 
we are not suggesting that the creative 
commands spoken by God concern 
parallel periods in time as we find with the 
visions of Revelation. That would not do 
justice to either the genre or the sequence 
of this text. Yet in other ways, light can 
be thrown on some passages which 
otherwise would be harder to grasp. 

The sealed scroll in Revelation 5:1, 
for example, with its seven powertul seals, 
acquires a possible new significance. 

This scroll has variously been understood 
by commentators as God's plan for the 
universe, his covenant or his promises. 

If, however, the scroll contains the seven 
creative covenants of Genesis one — 

and the seven seals represent the Holy 
Spirit's personal, authentic evaluations 

of goodness regarding each work (note 
the Lamb's “seven eyes” which are “the 
seven Spirits of God sent forth into all the 
earth”) — then it becomes clearer why only 
“the Lamb that was slain” is worthy to look 
upon and open the book. Only he has 
eyes which are like a flame of fire — wholly 
penetrating and without sin. Only his 

eyes actually saw and comprehensively 
evaluated the goodness of each creative 
work before it was corrupted. Therefore, 
as perfect God and perfect Man sent from 
the Father, only he — through incarnation 
and death — is able to perfectly redeem 
the whole creation and unloose his Spirit's 
seven covenantal seals of perfect love 
and justice. 

The whole Godhead -— Father, Son 
and Holy Spirit — is here revealed to be 
active in the work of re-creation, just as in 
the work of creation. Even more amazing is 
how this entire divine plan was established 
before the creation of the world — in 
what theologians call the ‘Covenant of 
Redemption’. This covenant, inferred from 
verses such as Zechariah 6:13 and Psalm 
110:1, is controversial because a minority 
believe it can lead to the error of tritheism. 
Hoeksema (1966, p.295), however, notes 
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The dove symbolizes the Spirit of God, who hovered over the undivided creation. 
© suemack, www.istockphoto.com 
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persons is presented...as a covenant 
relation.... We then confess that in the 
one personality of the divine Essence 
there consists a three-personal 
distinction, which has in the covenant 
relation its unity and an inseparable 
tie. God Himself is, according to this 
conception, not only of every covenant, 


The ‘growth pattern’ in Genesis one may relate to 
Fibonacci numbers in creation. © James Powell. 


but of the covenant idea as such the 
living and eternal foundation; and the 
essential unity lof the Godhead] 
eyes? Have you tasted from the ‘apple 
tree’ who is God's only beloved Son? He 
is ready to forgive and receive all your 
many sins. Even the worst of rebels, who 
come in true repentance, he will not turn 
away. Forgiveness is free; no works come 
between, only the gift of faith grasping 
Christ in promise. If you know none of this 
saving grace, may he also work a new 
creation in your own heart! To him be all 
the glory! @ 


has in the covenant relation its 
conscious expression.” 


God himself, therefore, is the foundational 
link between the invisible and the visible. In 
fact, our fallen world still contains broken 
rays of his glorious covenantal Being! 
Whilst Kuyper’s inference is perhaps the 
furthest we can safely stretch given the 
things now revealed to us, it is wonderful 
to think that covenantal communion is the 
inner life of God — since elsewhere we are 
told that God is Love. It is spiritual Love, 
indeed, which makes our physical cosmos 
tick! Do you, the reader, know this Triune 
Creator covenantally through the Lord 
Jesus Christ? Have you seen the divine 
beauty of Christ through new spiritual 
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Footnotes 





"In his helpful book, Covenant Theology 
(2004), Dr. Golding notes his sadness 

over the lack of a consistent approach to 
Bible study, which has reduced the level 

of understanding of God's revelation as a 
whole. Covenant Theology is the answer to 
this reduced understanding. On the other 
hand, a complex debate now revolves 
around the question ‘To what extent are 
the doctrines of God, and of creation, 
themselves covenantal?’ (Walters, 2006, 
pp.33-40). If we grant that these doctrines 
do involve covenants then alleged 
implications arise which could undermine 
justification by faith alone and the doctrine 
of imputed righteousness. It is claimed, 

for instance, that if Adam was created 
‘already in covenant’, then what was 
required of him was ”...simply faithfulness 
to the relationship already granted, 
something very different from [the Medieval 
notion of] earning ‘merit’ in order to receive 
a blessing”. Additionally, it is claimed that 
if we view the pre-Fall covenant made with 
Adam as a ‘supplemental’ act of voluntary 
condescension by God (not flowing from 
God's Being and Adam’s creation in the 
image of God) then we risk rendering this 
covenant an arbitrary act (Smith, 2003). 
Theology, however, does not necessarily 
have to change in order to accommodate 
creation in covenant! 


? Both Genesis 1 and 2 have an 
introduction (1:1-2 and 2:4-6 respectively] 
followed by nine consecutive occurrences 
of “And God said...” or “And the Lord 
God...”. In each case, these nine 
occurrences also appear to follow a 
heptadic (seven-fold) pattern in the form: 

1, 1, 2, 1, 1, 3 + sabbath or marriage 
ordinances respectively. Duane Garrett 
(2000) recounts the thesis of Jacques 
Doukhan by noting how: “Doukhan 

argues that, in 2:4b-25, vav consecutive 
imperfect forms, which have yhwh elohim 
(the Lord God) as subject, delineate the 
seven divisions.... Thus, for example, ... 
(2:7) begins, ‘and the Lord God formed’ 
(wayyetser], ... (2:8) begins, ‘and the 

Lord God planted’ (wayitta’) and ... (2:9) 
begins ‘and the Lord God caused to grow’ 
(wayyatsmach]/. He also points out that the 
number of yhwh elohim phrases ... [in 
Genesis 2:7-25] ... (a total of nine) parallel 
the nine occurrences of the phrase and 
God said /wayyomer elohim) ... fin Genesis 
1:3-2:3].” This complex God-centred octave, 
originating from God and returning to God, 
also seems ubiquitous throughout our 
cosmos of space-matter-time! 


3 This thought has been echoed recently by 
the Christian mathematician James Nickel, 
who writes: 


“When the triune God creates, He 
externalizes His very nature in what He 
makes.” (Nickel, 2001, p.254). 


* Regrettably, Smith (2003) rejects the 
‘Covenant of Works’ as antiquated, 
unbiblical and theologically inadequate, 
subsuming it instead under covenantal 
creation in the image of God (which, as 
we have seen, was the unsealed royal 
word and work just prior to the ‘Covenant 
of Works’). This is somewhat dangerous 
because legal ‘merit’ then has to be 
redefined and imputed righteousness 

is thereby subtly compromised. Contra 
this view, we are saved immediately and 
forever, by grace alone and through faith 
alone in Christ's once for all, efficacious, 
penal-substitutionary work upon the cross 
(justification), whereby the complete merits 
of Christ are imputed to us and all our sins 
are imputed to him. Furthermore, Smith’s 
suggested alternative to the ‘Covenant 

of Works’, a ‘covenant of love’, fails to do 
justice to the positive and negative /ega/ 
stipulations involved in Genesis chapters 
land 2. 


> As the margin of some KJV Bibles 
translate the Hebrew of Genesis 2:16: ”... 
eating thou shalt eat”. 


© Perhaps we may rightly ask the question: 
in what sense could the woman have 
‘seen’ that the forbidden fruit was ‘good 
for food’, if the serpent had not begun to 
eat of it right in front of her? (as a visual 
prompt to doubt God's Word). 


” Song of Solomon 2:3. 


References 





Bavinck, H. (1997). The Doctrine of God. 
Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth Trust. 


Calvin, J. (1559). Sermons on Genesis: 
Chapters I-77. Translated by R. R. McGregor 
(2009). Edinburgh: 

The Banner of Truth Trust. 


Cranfield, C. (2001). Romans, volume 1, ICC. 
Edinburgh: T & T Clark. 


Fesko, J.V. (2007). Last Things First: 
Unlocking Genesis 1-3 with the Christ of 
Eschatology. Ross-shire, Scotland: Christian 
Focus Publications. 


Frame, J. (2002). The Doctrine of God: 
A Theology of Lordship. New Jersey: 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing. 


Garrett, D. (2000). Rethinking Genesis: The 
Sources and Authorship of the First Book 
of the Pentateuch. Ross-shire, Scotland: 
Christian Focus Publications. 


Godfrey, W.R. (2003). God's Pattern for 
Creation: A Covenantal Reading of Genesis 
I, New Jersey: 

Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing. 


Golding, P. (2004). Covenant Theology: The 
Key of Theology in Reformed Thought and 
Tradition. Ross-shire, Scotland: Christian 
Focus Publications. 


Hawking, S. (1988). A Brief History of Time: 
From the Big Bang to Black Holes. London: 
Bantam Books. 


Henry, M. (1890). A Commentary on the 
Holy Bible, volume IV. New York and 
London: Funk and Wagnalls Company. 


Hoeksema, H. (1966). Reformed Dogmatics. 
Grand Rapids: 
Reformed Free Publishing Association. 


Luther, M. (1544). Translated by Cole, H. 
(1858). The Creation: A Commentary on the 
First Five Chapters of the Book of Genesis. 
London: Hamilton, Adams and Company. 


Nickel, J. (2001). Mathematics: [s God 
Silent? Vallecito, California: 
Ross House Books. 


Poythress, V.S. (2000). 7he Returning King: 
A Guide fo the Book of Revelation. 

New Jersey: 

Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing. 


Smith, R.A. (2003). Efernal Covenant: How 
the Trinity Reshapes Covenant Theology. 
Moscow: Canon Press. 


Van Til, C. (1976). Christian Apologetics. 
New Jersey: 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing. 


Walters, G. (2006). The Federal Vision 
and Covenant Theology: A Comparative 
Analysis. New Jersey: Presbyterian and 
Reformed Publishing. 


Wood, N.R. (1936). 7he Secret of the 
Universe. 8th ed. Boston, Massachusetts: 
The Warwick Press. 


Origins 53 | 21 


Has Darwin been 
rescued? 


Sylvia Baker 


In June 2008, the Christian think-tank 
Theos announced that they had received 
major funding from the Templeton 
Foundation to enable them to ‘rescue’ 
Darwin during his coming anniversary 
year (Spencer and Alexander, 2009). 
According to 7heos, Darwin needed 

to be rescued both from aggressive 
atheists (such as Richard Dawkins) and 
from ‘fulminating’ creationists (such as, 
presumably, ourselves). Part of the funding 
was used to finance two surveys: the first 
was to discover what the general public 
thought about creation and evolution; the 
second would ascertain the views of British 
creationist ‘thought leaders’. In the event, 
several of the fifty people interviewed as 
part of the second survey were closely 
involved with the BCS. 

Both surveys have now reported 
on their findings. The first was carried 
out by the polling company ComRes and 
the report published under the title Fa/th 
and Darwin written by Caroline Lawes of 
ComRes (Lawes, 2009). Take it from me, 
the survey's findings were complex and 
confused. In my view, this was largely 
because the researchers were working 
with faulty definitions of both creationism 
and intelligent design — by which contusion 
was inevitably introduced from the start. 
However, despite the confusion, the report 
States that its findings do not support 
the premise of the Rescuing Darwin 
project that creationists are aggressive, 
dogmatic and unthinking. In fact, they 
were the group found to be most likely to 
acknowledge that there was some truth 
in other positions. 

The results of the second survey 
were published in time to coincide with 
the 150th anniversary of the publication 
of Origin of Species, under the title 
Doubting Darwin (Pharoah, Hale and 


Rescuing Darwin 


God and evolution in Britain today 


by Nick Spencer and Denis Alexander 





© Theos, www.theosthinktank.co.uk 


Rowe, 2009). This survey had been 
carried out by qualitative research agency 
ESRO. In their analysis, British creationism 
bore no resemblance to what they had 
been told to expect. They promised to 
deliver an independent report, as neutral 
and unbiased as possible, and they 
have proved to be true to this promise. 
Doubting Darwin: creationism and 
evolution scepticism in Brifain today is a 
publication to be welcomed by all those 
who genuinely want to understand what 
creationists and |Ders believe and who 
wish to interact honestly with them. 
Doubting Darwin makes visible 
some important issues. The authors 
point out how hard it is to define terms 
such as creationism and science or to 
agree on what a scientific theory is; these 
controversies are part of what the debate 
is about. They acknowledge that those 
who did not wish to take part in the survey 
for fear of imperilling their livelihood had 
valid reasons for such fears. They point 





out that to attempt to be ‘neutral’ is often 
to be accused of siding with creationism 
or sometimes vice versa. They provide 

a much more accurate picture of the 
intelligent design movement than | 

have previously seen outside the 
movement itself. 

The researchers also explode 
several myths: British creationism is not 
a ‘movement’ imported from the United 
States; its adherents are not ‘ignorant’ but 
may be highly educated; creationists are 
engaging with the supposed evidence 
for evolution, not ignoring it; creationists 
accept the concept of natural selection; 
they accept a measure of change in 
animal populations; creationists are not 
‘anti-science’ but may be highly qualified 
in it and respecttul of it; intelligent design 
is not a ‘front’ for creationism. 

Those interviewed for the Doubting 
Darwin survey themselves covered a wide 
range of views. Forty-two percent of the 
Christians who took part were identified as 
‘young- earth creationists’ but ‘old-earth 
creationists’ were also involved and were 
found to be as strongly convinced about 
creationism except for the matter of the 
age of the Earth. Some Muslim ‘thought- 
leaders’ were also interviewed and Islamic 
creationism was found to be significantly 
different from the Christian variety. 

The researchers are to be 
commended for the accuracy of many 
of their conclusions. It was inevitable 
that some of the concepts that they were 
being asked to comprehend should 
prove elusive to them. One such problem 
concerns their discussion of the use of 
‘kinds’ as a preferred term to ‘species’. The 
reporting of this aspect is very unclear and 
demonstrates that this is an area where 
much greater clarity is needed in the public 
arena. We must work on it. 
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In his foreword to Doubting Darwin, 
Nick Spencer of 7heos spells out that he 
expects the publication to generate much 
controversy. This controversy, it seems, 
will not be about the creationist views 
themselves but about the fact that 7heos 
has published a report which, in a neutral 
and non-critical manner, allows the views 
of creationists and |Ders to be heard. There 
are apparently many who will find such 
a thing completely unacceptable. Could 
it be because these people wish to be 
able to define creationism themselves? 
The fact that in the public arena, to date, 
creationism and intelligent design have 
almost exclusively been defined by their 
opponents (one might even say their 
enemies) has been a major factor in the 
unfair nature of the debate. Evolution 
theory is constantly fed to the public by the 
media in an uncritical manner. Academia 
also refuses to countenance any criticism 
of the theory's central tenets. When 
creationism is for once afforded the same 
privilege, it is regarded as ‘controversial’. 

The ESRO researchers are to 
be commended for a fair-minded and 
well-produced report. 7heos are to be 
commended for publishing it. We can 
now ask that 7heos will publicly admit 
that their original premise was inaccurate 
and that Darwin is not being wronged by 
an ignorant and ill-informed movement 
imported uncritically from the United States. 
Rather, Darwin’‘s views are being critiqued 
thoughttully and respecttully, as befits an 
academic debate; it would be good if 
Theos would now promote these 
findings widely. @ 


Book Review 
Atheism Remix: 


ANT@iavalsiitelamee)alicelavismials 


New Atheists 


Reviewed by Ray Trainer 


Atheism Remix is an excellent book. It 

is based upon the W. H. Griffith Thomas 
Lectures delivered at Dallas Theological 
Seminary in 2008 by Albert Mohler Jr. The 
aim of his work is both to summarise the 
character of the aggressive resurgence 
of atheism and to highlight the dangers 
arising from that resurgence for the 
Christian church today. The style is 
engaging, since, unintentionally, 

| read the book in one sitting. 

There are four chapters. The first 
covers the history of atheism from when 
the word itself was first coined in the 
sixteenth century. In particular, this chapter 
describes the nature of vintage atheism 
as epitomised by — as Mohler calls them 
— “the four horsemen of the modern 
apocalypse” — Friederich Nietzsche, Karl 
Marx, Charles Darwin, and Sigmund 
Freud. Interestingly, this ‘old-style’ atheism 
often embraced a sense of mourning that 
something precious had been lost. The 
New Atheism, in contrast, tends to exult 
that theism has now been left behind. 

The second chapter takes up 
the story of atheism by describing 
its current incarnation as seen in the 
emerging New Atheist movement. Mohler 
succinctly accomplishes this task by 
giving us insightful mini-biographies of 
“the four horsemen of the new atheist 
apocalypse” — Richard Dawkins, Daniel 
Dennett, Sam Harris, and Christopher 
Hitchens. He then proceeds to catalogue 
eight hallmarks of New Atheism which 
differentiate it from older forms of atheistic 
belief. Perhaps the most significant 
hallmark is that new atheism is grounded 
in scientific argument. New atheists are 
committed to the worldview of naturalism. 


r. albert mohler jr. 





For them, materialism is absolute and 
nonnegotiable. 

Chapter three evaluates responses 
to the New Atheism by the theologians 
Alister McGrath and Alvin Plantinga. This is 
an excellent summary of the out-and-out 
fallacy of much new atheistic argument. 
However, as Mohler rightly points out, the 
weakness of these two responses is that 
both McGrath and Plantinga themselves 
accept, in some measure, the theory 
of evolution. In addition, though these 
responses are helpful, ultimately our 
concern is not just to refute atheism by 
highlighting the credibility of theism, 
but rather to defend and promote 
Christian theism: a God who has 
spoken (Hebrews 1:1). 

The final chapter tries to assess 
the impact and danger of New Atheism 
on the future of Christianity. Liberal 
theologians, such as Tina Beattie and 
John Haught, argue that there is no issue 
to face: new atheists are simply just like 
their “extremist religious adversaries” 
who assume ”...that grasping the full 
substance of biblical faith requires that the 
sacred text be taken literally.” In contrast, 
Mohler urges us to realise that in recent 
years “conditions of belief’ have radically 
changed. To quote Mohler: “Whereas it 
was once impossible notto believe and 
later possible not to believe, for millions 
of people today, the default position is 
that it is impossible fo believe. ... The rise 
of the New Atheism presents a seductive 
alternative for those inclined now to identity 
more publicly and self-consciously with 
organised belief [original emphasis].” The 
book is highly recommended. ® 


Book Review 


The New Creationism: 
BLUI Ie ll ave msxell=1alilicemsarsve)a(oxse)aeme)ie) [cee] mielelarerenitele 


Reviewed by Colin Reeves 


There is certainly no shortage of books on 
creation and evolution, but most are sadly 
rather predictable, contenting themselves 
with a tour through the manifest flaws of 
Darwinism. In some cases this may be 
coupled with an analysis of Genesis 1-1], 
leading to conclusions that reflect the 
writer's stance on the meaning of the word 
‘day’ (Hebrew: yom) in Genesis one, the 
status of Adam and Eve, the purpose of 
the genealogies etc. 

Paul Garner's book does all this, 
extremely competently and very readably, 
but it also does something more. He sets 
out his case for a 6 (24-hour) day creation 
week and for reading the genealogies 
as actual history, so that he stands 
unequivocally for a ‘young earth’ position. 
But thereafter he does not leave matters 
at the level of a critique. Rather he is 
concerned to build scientific models on the 
basis that the early chapters of Genesis 
are true history. In this he is not alone, of 
course, and much of the work he reports 
has been done by others. (Not all, | hasten 
to add, since Garner is a scientist who is 
prepared to get his hands dirty — literally 
so in the case of his geological research). 
What is impressive, though, is the way he 
has been able to synthesize and explain 
some of this technical work with great 
clarity and lucidity. 

The areas of science covered 
in this work concentrate on cosmology, 
biology and geology. The degree to which 
progress in scientific model-building 
has been made by creationists varies 
quite substantially, but Garner describes 
several cases where it is nevertheless 
significant. Indeed, scientific models have 
been developed to such an extent that it 


is impossible to give more than a flavour 
of what are quite specialized theories, 
requiring graduate-level physics, biology, 
geology etc. But whether it is Humphreys’ 
time-dilation model of cosmology, the 
implications of the RATE project’s work on 
radiometric dating, Oard’s ice-age model 
or the relevance of catastrophic plate 
tectonics, Garner manages to help the 
reader understand the principles of some 
advanced technical ideas. There is also a 
handy glossary of most of the necessary 
technical terms in case readers get lost. 
Other topics covered include the origins 
of life, language and culture, some novel 
ideas on speciation and understanding the 
fossil record in the context of the Genesis 
Cataclysm. Where scientists differ in their 
theories, he gives a fair and balanced 
account of their reasons for this. 

There is very little to criticise here; 
some might complain that the title is not 
very informative — but the subtitle deals 
with that problem. It is questionable 
whether biblical quotations should have 
uniformly been taken from the King 
James Version, since this slightly obscures 
the argument for universal animal 
vegetarianism before the Fall (p.158), 
for example. A more comprehensive 
bibliography would also have been useful 
— it is limited to major works — as it can 
be hard work tracking down the complete 
reference for a citation that has been 
made more than once (e.g,, try finding the 
original citation for note 4 on p.212). And 
some of the references are rather cryptic — 
does everyone understand what 7/means, 
for example? 

Despite these slight - and mainly 
editorial — blemishes, they cannot hide 
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the fact that this book is a tremendous 
achievement. It is very accessible to non- 
scientists, and it should encourage the 
Christian layman that it is possible to do 
origins science on the basis of a creation 
model, rather than trying to accommodate 
the assumptions of neo-Darwinism in 
some form of ‘theistic evolution’. For 

those readers who are scientists (and 
especially students who plan to follow 

a scientific career), it should arouse an 
interest in scientific research that operates 
on the assumption that Genesis is valid 
history. There is clearly much more to be 
inferred and revised, as Garner is also 
concerned to acknowledge that scientific 
models cannot have the status of the 
Bible. They are always provisional, and 
open to correction or even complete 
overthrow, even when they are built on 
biblical foundations. So this book manages 
to be both a satisfying survey of current 
creationist research, and a stimulus 
towards future developments. It is 

highly recommended. @ 


Footnotes 





‘RATE stands for Radioisotopes and the 
Age of The Earth. 
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300K REVIEW 


Who Made God?: 


Searching for a theory of everything 


Reviewed by Colin Reeves 


Professor Andrews is a scientist with 
impeccable credentials and a lifetime's 
experience in materials science. He is also 
well-known as an upholder of the idea of 
biblical creationism: that the foundation of 
what we can know about creation is God's 
revealed Word. In other words, God is the 
starting point, not science per se. Andrews 
follows this approach here in a most 
effective rebuttal of the claims of the ‘New 
Atheists’ such as Richard Dawkins. 

While his subject matter could be 
extremely daunting to a layman, Andrews 
has an amazing knack of making the 
science intelligible without sacrificing the 
essentials or patronising the reader. He 
uses simple but appropriate analogies, 
and his exposition is laced with genial 
humour. Readers are unlikely to forget 
the duck theorem, the jellypod, the rapid 
rabbit, or the infinite series of turtles. His 
chapters have intriguing titles like ‘Sooty 
and the universe’, ‘Ferrets and fallacies’ 
and ‘Peeling onions’. Each begins with a 
prologue that acts as a guide to where 
his argument is going, and technical 
words are defined before they appear. (As 
these words are often used in more than 
one chapter, it might have been helpful 
to collect them together in a separate 
glossary as well.] 

Some initial ground-clearing is 
necessary. Firstly, he demonstrates that 
the atheist's question ‘Who made God?’ 
is merely a piece of empty rhetoric, unless 
the word ‘God’ is defined. Secondly, he 
shows that while science can provide 
descriptions of the world around us, it 
doesn’t explain things. In fact, in its search 
for a ‘theory of everything’, modern physics 
only succeeds in deepening the mystery 


by appealing to a world of bizarre particles 
that we can never see. And even these are 
just variations on a set of unimaginably 
tiny ‘strings’ that inhabit a world of up to 

26 dimensions. Nevertheless, this is useful 
in illustrating the idea of a hypothesis: a 
foundational idea on which to build an 
explanation for what we observe. 

The particular hypothesis Andrews 
wants us to consider is, of course, the ‘God 
hypothesis’ — /f the Bible’s picture of God is 
true, what sort of world would we see? — 
but first he has to deal with some atheist 
objections. He focuses particularly on the 
book by Victor Stenger: God! the failed 
hypothesis (Prometheus Books, NY, 2007), 
identifying with ruthless logic the fallacies 
in Stenger’s argument. Moreover, like other 
opponents of religion in general (and 
creationism in particular), Stenger doesn’t 


actually know what his adversaries believe, 


so much of his critique is addressed to a 
straw man caricature of creationism. 
Having cleared away the debris, 
Andrews gets down to presenting his 
own case. The first task is to define what 
we mean by the word ‘God’. Deistic 
conceptions of God, the ‘god of the gaps’, 
the ‘complementary’ God, and the ‘LCD’ 
(lowest common denominator) God are 
all shown to be inadequate. By contrast, 
he will assume the God who (he claims) 
has revealed himself in the Bible, and 
see whether this makes our empirical 
observations of the world explicable. (This 
style of argument is known as abductive 
inference. If we suppose hypothesis A to 
be true, and can show that A entails B, 
then the observation of B strengthens our 
belief in A. If, on the other hand, B is not 
observed it throws doubt on the truth of A. 








This is short of proof of course, but finite 
creatures can hardly expect to be able 
to prove the existence of an infinite 
eternal Being.) 

There follows a series of chapters 
on topics such as the origin of the 
universe, the existence of time, why the 
universe behaves in a law-like manner, 
and so on. A chapter on miracles includes 
a gently ironic discussion of Dawkins's 
confusion over basic physics (he appears 
to think that marble is a gas, and that a 
cow really could jump over the moon). 
This discussion also illustrates a recurring 
theme: that probability models in science 
need to be consistent with the basic 
properties of matter. He shows that many 
such models violate known facts about 
thermodynamics, chemical reactions and 
conservation of energy, for example. 

He then turns to biology, with an 
illuminating dissection of ‘origin of life’ 
theories. The importance of information is 
stressed, and its (negative) consequences 
for Darwinist models are explained. By 
contrast, the biblical account of Creation 
and Fall fits very well with what we actually 
see in the world around us. Finally, he 
tackles the important question of the 
nature of man: atheistic reductionism leads 
to a black void where nothing is knowable. 
The image of Victor Stenger disappearing, 
as in the Pink Panther cartoon, into his own 
vacuum cleaner is an arresting illustration 
that atheism is self-refuting. Likewise, 
Dawkins's plea for generosity and altruism 
is, on his own terms, completely vacuous, 
being based not on his atheism but on a 
set of ideas filched from Christianity. Our 
moral nature on the one hand, and on 
the other, our inability to reform ourselves, 


are inexplicable by Darwinism, but are 
precisely what is predicted on the God 
hypothesis. What is more, the God of the 
Bible offers the way to new birth and a 
personal knowledge of Himself. 

A brief comment on theistic 
evolution (TE): this is not one of Andrews's 
central concerns, but at several points 
he needs to address it. The last two 
chapters, where he tackles the question 
‘What is man?’, meets the challenge of TE 
most directly. He is happy to give credit 
where it is due, but there is no doubt that 
he often finds it quite inadequate, both 
theologically and scientifically. Presumably, 
Denis Alexander's Creation or Evolution: 
Do we have to choose? appeared too late 
for consideration, but he interacts with 
Francis Collins’s The Language of God at 
several points, where he firmly and clearly 
exposes its inconsistencies. 

To sum up, then, this is a superbly 
crafted book, both in its content and in its 
approach. It is most highly recommended 
as suitable reading for Christian and 
non-Christian alike, and for scientist 
and layman. @ 


Book Review 
[amGsero kom lanreleles 
lat=mel\viatomelaceliamelmalelantelars 


Reviewed by Nancy Darrall 


This is a well-produced ‘glossy magazine’ 
type of publication, very suitable for an 
evangelistic event, to put on a coffee table 
or to give to an interested friend. 

It is simple in style without being 
simplistic and uses good quality pictures 
and diagrams which enhance the short 
sections of text. Descriptions of many 
design features of the human body include 
the human skeleton, brain structure, skin 
and facial expressions, which highlight our 
Unique design features. Each page is self- 
contained, covering a single topic which 
makes for easy browsing. 

Arguments from science and 
history (to support special creation rather 
than the evolution of all life forms by 
chance), are given very briefly in two 
pages towards the end of the booklet. 

The arguments are really just tasters, but 
they provide enough information for an 
introduction to the topic — and to lead to 
discussion and further reading for those 
who wish to follow things up. 

Those using this booklet at 
evangelistic events or church book displays 
will need to be ready with ideas of more 
detailed books for further reading if the 
enquirer wishes to investigate further. 
There are now many on the market. 

Some suggestions of books that are more 
detailed, but not technical, are those 
published by the same author (also from 
Day One publications). Other recent books 

| would recommend for follow up are Who 
Made God? by Edgar Andrews and Should 
Christians Embrace Evolution? edited by 
Norman C. Nevin. ® 
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Humans have been described as a microcosm 
of the universe. 


© Mads Abildgaard, www.istockphoto.com 
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Editorial: (Continued) 


Sin is anything you do that you don’t do 
for the glory of God, including building 
idolatrous scientific models without due 
regard to his revelation. 

Today, God commands repentance 
(a complete turning away) from such 
behaviour, because the most wonderful 
event in history has occurred, and a 
countdown has already begun! The 
philosopher Immanuel Kant once wrote 
that there were two things which filled him 
with incomparable wonder — the ‘starry 
heavens above’ and the ‘moral sense 
within’. He was only echoing something 
of the Psalmist, who wrote by faith: “When 
| consider thy heavens, the work of thy 
fingers, the moon and the stars, which 
thou hast ordained; what is man, that 
thou art mindful of him? And the son of 
man, that thou visitest him? (Psalm 8:3-4). 
Yes — you read it correctly the first time. 
The Psalmist spoke in faith of a time when 
the Absolute Essence would visit us from 
beyond the expansion of his power (i.e. 
outer space). 

C.S. Lewis put it this way: “God has 
landed on this enemy-occupied planet 
in human form” (Blanchard, 2009). The 
Son of Man’‘s first mission parameter — to 
give his life a ransom for many — was 
completed to perfection during the Roman 
era of world history. Regarding the future, 
the well-known astronomer, Sir Patrick 
Moore, assures us: “The Earth cannot 
survive the Sun‘s Red Giant stage, and this 
will be the way in which our world really 
will perish...” (Moore, 2009, p. 162). God, 


however, assures us otherwise. The ‘Sun of 


Righteousness’ will return with the clouds, 
bringing a fiery cosmic cataclysm with 
him, and God has given us assurance of 
this in that he has raised the Son of Man 
from the dead, granting him the power of 
an endless life. The Son of Man’s second 
mission parameter will be to put an end 
to all things visible. Will you be found 
‘culturally deprived’ of the new creation, 
and the glorious city of Zion within it? God 
forbid. Place all your hope and trust in the 
Lord Jesus now, and your citizenship there 
will be assured forever! @ 
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